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THE THREE BOOKS FOUND IN THE TEMPLE 
AT JERUSALEM 

By Jacob Z. Lauterbach, Hebrew Union College. 

An ancient tradition, preserved in the talmudic litera- 
ture, speaks of three certain books which were found in 
the Temple at Jerusalem. Each one of these three books 
is mentioned under a special name, by which it was called, 
and which, no doubt, was meant to designate its peculiar 
character. The report of this tradition is very brief, and 
reads as follows : •<D)Q]31 iSD 'Jiyo 130 niTW iNVro nnsD nB>V 
K'n -ISD1 (p. Taanit 68 a, 47 ff.). In Sifre Ueut. § 356 (ed. 
Friedmann, p. 148 b) the wording of this report is slightly 
different. There it reads thus: ,miy3 lt<:i»: onSD hk'^e' 
iD^tiiDjJT "isD N"ip3E' nnt<i s^^ x^^ b^ nnxi D^Jiyro b^ im. 

There is no reason whatever to question the historic 
character of this report or doubt the correctness of its 
statements. Its brief form and concise language mark it 

1 It should be stated at the outset that these ten words in the Pal. 
Talmud, or the fifteen words in the Sifre, constitute the complete text of the 
report. What follows these first ten, resp. fifteen words in the Pal. Talmud 
and in the Sifre, beginning with 1NSD IHSn , is no more part of the report 
itself, but later additions which seek to explain the meaning of the old 
report. 

This report is also found in Abot d. R. Nathan, version B, ch. 46, ed. 
Schechter, p. 65 a, and in tractate Sopherim, VI, 4, where it is quoted by 
R. Simon b. Lakish (or R. Judah b. Lakish (?), see below, note 4). The text 
of the report, as given in these two last works, shows but a few slight 
variants, as n:\V12 instead of '>3iyD or D'31J?», and nDltSyl (in tractate 
Soferim ''0113X1) instead of ''DlDVt or d''D1t:yi. 
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386 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

as a historic document, and not as a mere legendary 
report. 

The date of this report is very old. This is evident 
from the very language it employs. The terms used in 
it seem to be archaic ; at least, we do not find them used 
elsewhere in the talmudic literature. The manner and 
form in which the report is expressed also point to a very 
early date. The author of this report seems to speak of 
a contemporaneous fact, or at least of something well 
known to the people of his time. He seems to take it 
for granted that the main character and the contents of 
these books are known to all, and that therefore he need 
only state their number and mention the specific names 
which designate the special distinction or peculiar feature 
of each one of them. For he did not deem it necessary, ex- 
cept by merely giving their names, to describe these books 
in detail, or to say something more about their contents. 

That this report represents an ancient tradition and 
is of a very early date is further evidenced by the fact that 
its real contents and their correct meaning were no longer 
known to the later talmudic teachers, the younger Amoraim. 
For, as will be shown in the course of this essay, the later 
talmudic teachers, especially the redactors of the Abot 
d. R. Nathan and of the Palestinian Talmud, who preserved 
this report to us with additions and comments of their own, 
have altogether misconstrued the purport of this report 
and misunderstood the meaning of its statements. It is 
hardly possible to assume that these teachers could have 
made such blunders if they had been discussing and inter- 
preting statements of a contemporary author or even of 
one near to their own time. Such mistakes in the interpre- 
tation of an historical report on the part of the later teachers 
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can be explained only on the supposition that a long 
period of time separated the author of the report from the 
teachers who tried to interpret it. In the course of such 
a long time, which also brought about radical changes 
in the conditions of life, it could well have happened that 
the actual facts to which the report referred, and the 
conditions which it presupposed, should have become 
entirely forgotten, so that the correct meaning of the 
report was no longer known. The later teachers, who 
found the brief statements of this old report without any 
comment to it, could only guess at its meaning. They 
may have considered it from a wrong point of view, in 
that they looked at it in the light of the conditions of 
their own time, and thus could easily misunderstand and 
misinterpret it. 

It may, accordingly, be assumed with reasonable cer- 
tainty that our report originated at a very early date, 
possibly during the time when the Temple was still in 
existence ; at least, not long after its destruction. At that 
time the conditions which prevailed in the Temple and the 
nature of the books which were kept there were still well 
known to the people. The author of our report, therefore, 
could well content himself with merely stating the number 
of these books and designating each by its characteristically 
significant name. 

Now, what are the contents and the real purport of this 
report? What was the character common to all these 
three books, found in the Temple? What was the special 
feature of each one of them, and how is this special feature 
of each indicated in the distinct name given to it in our 
report ? 

In all the four works (Sifre, Abot d. R. Nathan, 

T) d 2 
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Palestinian Talmud, and the tractate Soferim) containing 
our report, there are also found accompanying it a few 
additions by later teachers, consisting of explanatory 
remarks which constitute a sort of a commentary to the 
original report.^ From these additions it is evident that 

2 These explanatory remarks are different in the different works and 
partly contradict one another. In order to be able to show the origin of 
this Talmudic commentary on our report and trace its changes and gradual 
developments into its present various forms, which will be attempted at the 
end of this essay, I will quote here this talmudic commentary as found in 
the different works. In the Pal. Talmud, he. cit., the explanatory remarks 
to our report read as follows : D'>3K'31 mp »n!)N ]'\V'a 3in3 1KSD nnjO 

n^c'ii 3in3 1NVD nns3 ^m i^D'-ai ti^:^ id"Pi mp ••rhv. niiyo aina 

niB-'s? nns aina D"':b'3i nnt veti aina inso nn^a nn^ i^D^ai n^jc 
ins li'QUi D^:^ icvi ^''i. 

It should be noticed that, according to this explanation, the name of the 
first book ought to have been called, after its peculiar variant, JIVD "IDD 
and not *31VD "ISD or D'JiyD PC "inS, since neither one of these last two 
forms was, according to the commentary, found in the text of this book. 

In Abot d. R. Nathan, loc. cit., the additions to our report read as follows : 

■hoi r\y\vo rcr\ nnsai onp ^rh^ iijjd aina n'n nnsa] hji'd isd 
PUD iT'aa svmt^ ibd t<in nt *dii ^ai idx .d^jch ioi^i insn 
n^K'^'i aina D^:B'ai ^xnc'' '':a 'Dioyt aina hm nnsa [■'DiDjjr nsD 
Saa N'-n -isd D''3B>n mn io""'pi -insn ns i^oa I'n-isj'* •'ja nv3 ns 
nro nnN onoix b'"'i ,sin (inix) rmp i\t n^h aina n\ne.' oipo 
D'Jtyn nN lo^'pi "inNn dn i^oa minae' ^<^^ nvTiiv 

Here we are not told in what form the word [IVD or njlJJD was found 
in the third book. On the other hand, there are two different explanations 
offered for the meaning of the name of the third book N*n . Neither one of 
these two explanations, however, is sufficiently clear ; see Schechter's 
remark, note ii. 

In tractate Soferim the explanatory remarks to our report read as 

follows: \n|)N njivD aina D^'jcai onp ni^x pyn aina insd nnsa 
"ija 'DiDNDT ns n^B'^'i aina invd insa _inN lijoai d-jb* lo'^pi Dtp 

1^5031 D''3B> 1D"'''p1 ^KIS''' •'33 nj): ns Th^'''\ 3ina 1NV0 D'3B'31 5'NnB''' 

K'n icD nnN 3ina invd d'':b'31 sin la's? nns 3ina nnK3 ^nns 
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the authors of these explanatory notes, or, at any rate, the 
respective redactors of these four talmudic works, who 
added these notes to our report, understood the latter to 
have reference to the Books of the Law or Torah scrolls. 
According to this commentary of the later talmudic teachers, 
our report tells us about three model Torah scrolls or 
standard copies of the Pentateuch which were kept in the 
Terrfple, and from which a correct text for all other copies 
of the Torah was established. Each one of these standard 
copies is said to have been marked by just one special 
peculiarity in the writing of a certain word. From this 
characteristic peculiarity, which distinguished it from the 
two others, each one of these three copies is supposed to 
have derived its distinct name. 

The one copy is described as having contained a peculiar 
variant of the word n:ij;D, occurring in Deut. 33. 27, and 
hence it was called ''itvo laD. The other copy is said to 
have contained the foreign word 'Diayt instead of the Hebrew 
word ''"iV^ in Exod. 24. 5. For this reason it was called 
^Dioyt 1SD. The third copy again was distinguished from 
the others by the peculiarity which it showed in the spelling 
of the personal pronoun third person feminine. In all the 
passages where this word occurs — or, according to the other 

The Sifre contains but one short comment, explaining the meaning of 
the name of but one bools. It reads as follows : mp [IJJD 3in3 IPItO 

D'jcn iD^pi man na n'oan i^oai mp "^rba njiyo a^na ■T'JB'ai 

(instead of n'J2'31 should perhaps be read D^JtJ'ai). No explanation is 
given of the meaning of the other two books. 

It should further be noticed that the commentary in its various forms, 
the short comment of the Sifre included, is based upon the version of our 
report as given in the Pal. Talmud and not upon the version of the Sifre. 
*J1VD ^SD and iDIDVt ISD can be interpreted to mean, the book contain- 
ing the variant »J1V» or iDIDJJT. But the version '131 DiJIJJO bv ^^nn does 
not permit the possibility of such an interpretation. 



390 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

version of the commentary, only in eleven (nine) passages — 
this copy had the correct form K'n instead of the form Kin 
which the other two copies had. Because of this peculiarity 
this third copy was called X'n nsD. 

Although the three different versions of the commentary 
on the report differ from one another very much in details 
and partly conflict with one another, yet in the main ques- 
tion as to the contents of our report they all agree in their 
interpretation that the books described in it were Torah 
scrolls. This interpretation of the meaning of our report 
has also been accepted by all modern scholars. To my 
knowledge, at least, no one has questioned the correctness 
of the assumption that our report speaks about Torah 
scrolls. 

This supposition, however, is full of difficulties and 
obviously untenable. The objections to the report, as 
understood by the talmudic commentary, are so many 
and the arguments against its correctness are so strong 
that one is constrained either to reject the whole report as 
unreliable and legendary, or to ignore the talmudic glosses 
altogether, and seek to understand this report and interpret 
it independently of the commentary given to it by later 
talmudic teachers. 

Professor L. Blau " pointed out the many difficulties 

' Sludien aunt althebr'aischen Buchzvesen (Budapest, 1902), pp. loa ff. 
To the difficulties involved in the talmudic conception of our report, men- 
tioned by Blau, there is to be added the following main difficulty, namely, 
that the explanations offered by this talmudic commentary on our report 
do not explain the report and are altogether out of accord with the state- 
ment they are to explain. Thus, according to this commentary, the one 
book is said to have contained the variant [IJID instead of nJlJJD, which the 
other two books had. We would accordingly expect, if the book was 
called after the peculiarity found in its text, that this book should be called 
pjJD nSD, but this is not the case. No version of the report has this form 
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inherent in this report, as understood by the talmudic 
commentary, and he also mentions the strong objections 
which must be raised against the supposition that our 
report refers to three Books of the Law or Torah scrolls, 
found in the Temple at Jerusalem, which differed from one 
another only in the writing or peculiar spelling of just these 
three words but otherwise were perfectly alike and had no 
other peculiarities to distinguish them from one another. 
On the ground of all these difficulties found in the talmudic 
conception of our report, Blau has rightly rejected the com- 

of the name. The Pal. Talmud has ^JIJID and the Sifre has □''JiyD, while 
the Abot d. R. Nathan and tractate Soferim have the name of this book as 
njlJJD "IBD, according to the form of this word which was correctly written 
in the two other copies. It is true, the Yalkut to Deuteronomy, § 964, 
quotes the text of our report as stating that the book was called fli'D "IBD, 
but this is merely a correction in the text of our report made by the Yalkut 
to harmonize it with the talmudic explanation of the meaning of 'JIJID "IDD. 
The same is also to be said about the Midrash Tannaim (ed. Hoffmann, 
p. 222), where alongside of the form 131^0 "ISD is also found the corrected 
reading |5)D TlSD. 

In the interpretation of the name of the book XTI the different versions 
of the commentary conflict with one another and none of them explains the 
name sufficiently. According to the Pal. Talmud, the book so designated 
contained only nine times the word KTl spelled with Yod, while the other 
two books contained this word in the form spelled with Yod eleven times. 
The difference between the books, then, was merely in the number of times 
this peculiarity was found in them. And it is rather strange that a book 
should be designated after the peculiarity in the spelling of a certain word 
when it shows this peculiarity in less instances than the other books. 
Again, according to tractate Soferim the peculiarity of this book was that 
in eleven instances it contained the word KIH in the form spelled with Waw 
instead of with Yod, while the other books had the word in the same eleven 
instances in the form XTl spelled with Yod. Then we would expect this 
book to be designated Sin "ISD after its peculiarity in the spelling of this 
word. Of the two explanations offered in the Abot d. R. Nathan, the one 
is apparently identical with the explanation given in tractate Soferim and 
presents the same difficulty, while the other does not at all state clearly 
wherein the peculiarity of the S^Tl "I3D consisted. See above, note 2. 
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mentary, given to our report in the talmudic glosses, as 
incorrect. He substitutes a theory of his own whereby to 
explain the contents and the meaning of this ancient report. 
But the theory which he advances and the explanations 
which he offers for the names of the three books and their 
origin are, to say the least, not better than the theory and 
the interpretations contained in the talmudic glosses. 

According to Blau, this report is not a very ancient 
report. It does not represent a record of the time of the 
existence of the Temple or of the period immediately 
following it. Perhaps it is not even a Baraita. It did not 
originate in the tannaitic period. Its date is a late one. 
It comes originally from the third century (p. io6) and 
speaks of three Torah scrolls of the third century which it 
compares with one another and the peculiarities of which 
it records. These three Torah scrolls were merely believed 
to have originally come from the Temple in Jerusalem. 
They may have been found somewhere (where ?) by Jews 
or bought by them from the Roman spoilers who had 
carried them away from Jerusalem (p. 104). 

The designation of these three names are, according to 
Blau, very aptly chosen. In one case, the designation is 
after the place where the book was found ; in the other it 
gives the name of the owner of the very valuable copy ; and 
finally, in the third case, it gives a characteristic description 
of the form and size of the book. Thus, (i) The 'iiyo nSD was 
a Torah scroll which was found and kept in the place Beth 
Maon, briefly called Maon, which is in the neighbourhood 
of Tiberias. This Torah copy was perhaps saved from the 
Temple by exiles from Jerusalem who brought it with them 
to this place Maon (p. 105). It was accordingly designated 
after the place in which it had been preserved, ' The Book 
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of Maon ' or ' Maoni-Codex '. (2) The NNT ISD or ten n\t ISD 
was a Torah copy which was in the possession of a gentle- 
man by the name of He or He-he. It was therefore called 
after its owner, ' The Book of He' or 'The He-Codex'. 
(3) The 'DlDjJr "iSD, finally, was so designated because of 
its very small size. In the tractate Soferim this name 
Zatuti is found in the form 'QlDNr instead of *Dlt05?r. A com- 
parison of this form ''DiDNr with the word NDir , which means 
' small ', suggests to Blau that the former is a Katlul-form 
of the latter and means accordingly ' very small '. The 
book thus designated was, accordingly, very small in size, 
or its writing was in very small characters (pp. 105-6). 

This theory of Blau, however, is merely an unfounded 
conjecture. In the first place^ it is altogether against the 
plain meaning of the words of our report. For the report 
distinctly speaks of books which were found in the Temple, 
and which, already at the time when they were found in the 
Temple, had been designated by the names ''Diayt ''ilJ?o and 
N'n respectively. It can therefore not be interpreted to 
have reference to books which merely were believed to 
have come from the Temple and which were subsequently 
designated by these names. Besides, this theory represents 
many difficulties and inconsistencies, and is even contra- 
dictory in itself. I shall point out only some of the 
incredibilities and contradictions contained in this theory 
of Blau. 

On p. 103, Blau correctly distinguishes between the 
original text of our report and the later additions made 
to it. He rightly states that the older text of the original 
report consisted only of the first ten words, closing with 
the word N'H, as given in the version of the Pal. Talmud 
Taanit. All the rest which follows this, beginning with 
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the word nnN3, is later addition and forms a commentary to 
the older original report. But at the same time he also 
assumes that these later additions, or the commentary which 
gives the explanations to these three names, originated 
with the Palestinian Amora Simon b. Lakish or with one 
of his teachers. If, however, the original report originated 
in the third century, as Blau assumes on p. io6, and the 
author of the commentary was the Amora Simon b. Lakish, 
who lived in the first half of the third century, or one of his 
teachers who must have lived at a still earlier time, then we 
are confronted with the preposterous conclusion that the 
original text of the older report, dealing, as Blau assumes, 
with Torah copies of the third century, must have been 
younger than the commentary given to it. At any rate it 
could not have been older, so that one cannot speak, as 
Blau himself does, of an earlier report and a later commen- 
tary on it. 

Furthermore, if the report merely compares three Torah 
copies of the third century, of which the one existed in Maon 
near Tiberias, and the other was in the possession of a 
person named He, and the third was of very small size, 
how could Simon b. Lakish, who lived in Tiberias, have 
made such an egregious blunder in the interpretation of 
this report as to reduce the well-known neighbouring town 
Maon and the owner of the second copy by the name of 
He, who must have been not less well known, to mere 
variants in the spelling of certain words ? While we grant 
that it could have happened, and in fact did happen, that 
the later Amoraim sometimes misunderstood an older 
Mishnah or misinterpreted an old traditional report when 
after the lapse of a long period of time the correct meaning 
was lost to them, it is almost inconceivable that a prominent 
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teacher, such as Simon b. Lakish was, should have so utterly 
misunderstood a contemporary report, describing a well- 
known copy of the Pentateuch extant in his own time and 
in a town so very near his own place of residence. This is 
all the more strange, if we should assume with Blau that 
another teacher R. Jose (Abot d. R. Nathan, loc. cit), whom 
Blau takes to have been an Amora younger than Simon b. 
Lakish (p. 105, note 3), has known that Sefer Maoni really 
meant a Torah copy preserved in the town of Beth Maon. 
How then could this supposedly well-known fact, mentioned 
by the younger R. Jose, have escaped the notice of the older 
teacher Simon b. Lakish ? 

Blau must have realized this difficult)^, and it seems that 
he hesitated somewhat to ascribe to Simon b. Lakish such 
a blunder in the interpretation of well-known names of 
persons and places. To account for the possibility of such 
a mistake on the part of Simon b. Lakish, Blau offers the 
following explanation according to which Simon b. Lakish's 
supposed interpretation of our report was after all not 
entirely wrong, and his alleged mistake perhaps no mistake 
at all. 

In the case of the copy of the man He, Blau suggests 
that it might have actually had a peculiar way of spelling 
the word NTi, the very word which sounds like the name of 
the owner. Of course, it may also have had other charac- 
teristics and different peculiarities in the spelling of other 
words, but these were not noticed or at least not commented 
upon. Blau does not find it strange on the part of ancient 
writers to thus have ignored all other characteristic pecu- 
liarities and to have reported only this one variant. He 
explains it as follows : ' Since this copy was called by the 
name of Ti nsD and the ancient teachers did not consider 
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names as merely accidental but rather had a special fondness 
for interpreting them, it can well be understood why they 
just set out to search after the variants in the writing of 
the word NM and why they reported only these variants ' 

(P- 105) 

In the case of the copy supposed to have been found in 
the town of Beth Maon, Blau seems likewise to assume that 
by a strange coincidence it also contained the variant pyo 
instead of the form n:ij)D in the passage of Deut. 33. 27. 
For he remarks on p. 105, 'Whether in this copy the n of 
the word m^yo had been originally missing or merely faded 
away, is not of any importance '. 

One might as well add a third miracle by assuming 
that in the third copy, the one which .was of very small 
size, by a strange coincidence actually had instead of the 
word njJJ in the passage of Exod. 24. 5 the foreign word 
iDinxr, which sounds so much like KDlt ' small ', a description 
which just fits the peculiar characteristic of this copy. In 
this manner both theories, the one advanced by Blau him- 
self, and the one ascribed by him to the Amora Simon 
b. Lakish, could well be harmonized. 

However, even if one could bring himself to believe 
in all these miraculous coincidences and accept the far- 
fetched and forced explanations of the difficulties inherent 
in both these theories, one would still be compelled, by 
reasons about to be stated, to reject their commentary on 
our report. For this commentary is based on an altogether 
unwarranted supposition which entirely misunderstood the 
nature of our report and mistook its purport. 

To save the reputation of Simon b. Lakish, I wish to 
state first that he is not guilty of any of the grievous 
mistakes pointed out above, as he is not responsible for the 
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theory ascribed to him by Blau. He is neither the author 
of our report nor did the commentary on this report, as 
given in the talmudic glosses, originate with him or his 
teacher, as Blau erroneously assumes. If the name of 
Simon b. Lakish * is mentioned in the tractate Soferim 
in connexion with our report, it is not to be interpreted, 
as Blau does, that Simon b. Lakish was the author of our 
report, as well as of the explanatory remarks and additions 
which follow it in the text of the tractate Soferim. Simon 
b. Lakish is mentioned there merely as one who cited or 
transmitted the old report. To this old report, cited by 
Simon b. Lakish, the redactor of the tractate Soferim 
added the explanatory remarks which he found in the 
Palestinian Talmud or possibly gathered from other sources. 

These explanatory remarksandadditions, however, were 
the work of later teachers who tried to explain the meaning 
of the old report. We have seen that their interpretations 
are not satisfactory. It is evident that they merely guessed 
at its meaning and guessed wrongly. To understand cor- 
rectly this ancient report we must try to find its real 
meaning independently of these explanatory remarks of the 
later teachers. We must even be careful not to allow 
ourselves to be biased by their guesses in favour of their 
supposition. The proper way to proceed, then, would be 
to ignore their commentary altogether and consider only 
the text of the report itself. 

Now, if we consider the text of the report itself we have 
no reason whatever to assume that it refers to Books of the 

* The suggestion of V. [Aptowitzer {Hakedem, 1908, p. 103) that in the 
passage of the tractate Soferim the name of the Tanna R. Judah b. Lakish, 
a pupil of R. Akiba, should be substituted for the name of the Amora Simon 
b. Lakish, seems to me to be very plausible. 
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Law, or Torah scrolls at all. This idea about our report 
viz. that it speaks of copies of the Torah, was given to us 
only by the commentary of the later teachers, which com- 
mentary we have found to be unsatisfactory. Having 
rejected their commentary as unsatisfactory, there is no 
reason why we should still retain the supposition upon 
which their whole theory was based, as such a supposition 
is altogether unwarranted by the words of the text of the 
report. Nay, even more, such a supposition is disproved 
by the terminology used in the text. 

As we have seen above, the text of the report consists 
of only ten words, and reads as follows : mrw ISSD D^nSD 'J 
N'H nSDl iDlDJ>f nDD 'JWD nsD. Now, if we consider this 
report without any preconceptions as to its contents and 
do not read into it what it does not expressly say, then this 
report tells us merely about books found in the Temple, 
but not about sacred books, and certainly not about books 
of the Pentateuch or Torah scrolls. For to the latter the 
designation cnSD could hardly have been applied by the 
author of this report. During the Temple times, when our 
report most probably originated, and even later on through- 
out the period of the Mishnah, the name used as a designa- 
tion for the Pentateuch was min ^ and not "i3D or onSD. In 
contradistinction with the Pentateuch, the other books of 
holy Scriptures are designated DnaD (M. Megillah III, i). 
Whether this designation DHSD was applied only to pro- 
phetical books or was also used to designate the Hagiographa 
as well, does not concern us here. This much, however, is 
certain, that the designation D''naD could have been applied 

' It is also found in the plural to designate Torah scrolls, as in the 
passage of the Pesikta d. R. K. 3s (Buber, p. 197 a) has nniD mcy ^^ 
iWQ 3n3, where it means copies of the whole Pentateuch. 



THREE BOOKS FOUND AT JERUSALEM — LAUTERBACH 399 

only to biblical books outside the Pentateuch — prophetical 
or both prophetical and hagiographical — but not to the 
Pentateuch, which had its special name: Torah. Conse- 
quently, the author of our report, who certainly was not 
later than the Mishnah period, in speaking about books, 
found in the Temple, and using the term sefarim, could 
not have meant copies of the Pentateuch to which this term 
was not applied in his time. 

It is likewise evident that the author of our report did 
not mean any of the other sacred books of the Bible outside 
the Pentateuch. For even though the sacred books of 
Scripture outside of the Pentateuch were designated by 
the term DnsD, this latter term had not lost its original 
simple meaning, denoting books in general. The term 
D^ISD was used both in a broader (general) and in a narrower 
(technical) sense. When used as a technical term to denote 
the books of holy Scripture, the books par excellence, no 
additional phrase or comment was necessary to characterize 
the books or to describe their contents. When, however, 
the term was used in its simple meaning and in the broader 
sense to denote books in general, there was usually added 
another term, or a phrase to characterize and describe more 
accurately the nature of the books referred to, what kind of 
books they were and what they contained. Thus, e. g. when 
it is said in the Talmud (R. H. 17 b) that on New Year's 
Day there are three books opened aJXia pnnsj onao rwh^> 
njrn, there is immediately added a description, of these 
books, to tell us what kind they were and what they con- 
tained, namely, nnKi nniDJ D'pns hv nnsi D'''Ti»J D^VE'l h^ nnx 
D'Ji:'! h^- This is also the case with the statement made 
in our report. The author of our report does not speak of 
sacred books. He uses the term D^ISD in its broader sense 
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to denote books in general. After stating that there were 
three books found in the Temple, he felt the necessity of 
characterizing and describing these books. He therefore 
goes on immediately to tell us what kind of books they 
were and what they contained. The words in our report 
'lJl '31V» "iSD, or, as the more correct version in Sifre reads, 
'1J1 D'3iyD b'^ nnx, must therefore not be understood as 
merely describing certain peculiarities of each book, like 
the peculiar spelling of a certain word, or the extremely 
small size of the characters in which it was written, or the 
name of the owner, or the place where it was kept. For then 
the most essential thing in the description of these books, 
namely, what they really were, would be missing. Like the 
words 'iji nniDJ D''VB'"l bsf inx in the statement about the 
books that are opened on New Year's Day, the words i'tJ' nns 
'lji D^i)]!D in our report tell us the main thing about these 
three books found or kept in the Temple, namely, what 
kind of books they were and of what their contents con- 
sisted. By ascertaining the correct meaning of these words 
of description in our report and interpreting them without 
any preconceived notions, we shall be able to find out what 
books our report has reference to. The first part of this 
report tells us that these three books were found in the 
Temple of Jerusalem. This does not mean that these books 
were accidentally found in the Temple, but it means rather 
that these books were found in the Temple, because the 
Temple (i. e. its archives) was the place where these books 
were always kept and preserved. This gives us a clue to 
the meaning of these descriptions of the three books. We 
have only to find out what kind of books were especially 
preserved and kept in the Temple archives. 

Whether there were kept in the Temple such standard 
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Torah scrolls which served as model copies from which the 
text of all other Torah copies was corrected, is, to say the 
least, historically not quite certain. For our purpose a 
discussion of this question is irrelevant. For, even if we 
should grant that there were such model copies of the 
Pentateuch preserved in the Temple, it would not alter 
the fact that our report does not refer to them. For our 
report speaks of books D^nsD , and not of Books of the Law 
min nsD, or Torah scrolls nnin. 

The books which our report has reference to were 
books of a character altc^ether different from books of the 
sacred Scriptures. They were books about which we know 
with all certainty from other historical sources that they 
were kept and preserved in the Temple at Jerusalem. 
These books kept in the Temple and referred to in our 
report were ponv nSD, Books of Genealogies, containing 
the genealogical lists of various classes of the people, or 
family records. 

In order to be able to prove my thesis that our report 
speaks about these genealogical books, and to show how 
these genealogical books are unmistakably mentioned and 
aptly described in our report, I must first state briefly the 
character of these family records and what we know about 
them from other historic sources. 

Josephus {Contra Apionem, I, 7) reports the fact that 
in the archives of the Temple at Jerusalem exact and 
careful records of the genealogies of the priestly families 
were kept. When giving his own aristocratic family tree- 
he emphatically states that he had set down the record 
of the genealogy of his own family as he had found it 
described in the public records ( Vita, I). These records, of 
course, contained not only the lists of the families of the 
VOL. VIII. E e 
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priests but also those of the Levites, the minor priests. 
This fact is also confirmed by reports found in rabbinic 
literature. In Mishnah Middot, V, 4, we are told that in the 
Lishkat ha-gazit (one of the halls in the Temple at Jeru- 
salem) a tribunal of the great Sanhedrin would hold their 
sessions for the purpose of judging and deciding about the 
family purity of the priesthood and of the Levites. See 
Tosafot Yom Tob ad loc. Cp. also Tosefta Hagigah, II, 9 
and Tosefta Sanhedrin, VII, i. 

This statement is repeated in the Talmud (b. Kiddushin 
76 b), and the members of the tribunal who attended to this 
work are designated as vfh "'Dn'ei nJina lon'o, the examiners 
of the Genealogies of the Priests and Levites. These 
judges about the purity of descent of the Priests and 
Levites must have had before them records in which they 
could trace the pedigree of each Priest or Levite. This 
presupposes not only the existence of such records from 
which proofs for the pure descent of the Priests and Levites 
could be obtained, but also that such records were kept in 
the Temple, where this tribunal held its sessions, and 
where they were at hand for the consultation by the 
members of this tribunal, holding their session in the 
Temple. 

Besides these records which contained the lists of 
the families of Priests and Levites, there was also a special 
register of all the non-priestly Israelitish families of purely 
Jewish descent, such as could intermarry with the priestly 
families, the njinai) nis'CDn ninsB^. This record was like- 
wise kept in the Temple and had frequently to be consulted 
by the Judges who decided upon the purity of the priests, 
as, for instance, in the cases of priests whose mothers were 
Israelitish women, not of priestly family. It was from this 
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record that they could prove that there was no stain in 
their family. 

Josephus presupposes such records for Israelitish families 
when he says {Contra Apionem, loc. cit.) that the priest 
before marrying must examine the character of his wife's 
family and take her genealogy from the archives, thus to 
make sure that she is, if not of priestly, at least of pure 
Jewish descent. Such records are also presupposed by the 
Mishnah (Kiddushin, IV, 4), where it is prescribed that one 
need not search [in the genealogies] farther than the altar 
(in the case of priests) or the Dukan (in the case of Levites), 
or than membership in the Sanhedrin (in the case of 
Israelites).® These genealogies were supposed to have 
their origin in the book of genealogies B'nTi "iSD, which 
contained the lists of the families of the returned exiles 
(Ezra 8. 1-15 ; Neh. 7. 5 ff.). The ponv nSD, or Books of 
Genealogies kept in the Temple, which contained the 
families of Priests, Levites, and Israelites, were probably 
believed to have been the continuation of the book or 
register first begun by Ezra. Beside these registers, 

« JD \ih\ nis^oi'i pnn id n^)! ni'^oi'i naron |d ah i^iu px 

n?VOTl pIlrUD . The meaning of this regulation is that in searching the 
genealogical records to examine the purity of descent of a certain person, 
we need only establish the fact that one of the progenitors of the person in 
question held one of these three offices unchallenged. For then we are 
assured of the purity of descent of that progenitor, for, before admitting him 
to the office, the authorities of that time must have convinced themselves of 
his being of legitimate birth and of pure descent. If, therefore, nothing 
derogatory is found in the record of the genealogies between that ancestor 
and the person now on trial, the purity of descent of the latter is established. 
The altar is the test for the priests, the Dukan for the Levites, and 
membership in the Sanhedrin is the test of the aristocratic Israelites of 
purely Jewish descent, for only Israelites of blameless families and purely 
Jewish descent were eligible to an office in the Sanhedrin (see Mishnal) 
Sanhedrin IV, 2, Horayot I, 4, and Talmud Sanhedrin 36b). 

E e 3 
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containing all the classes of the Jewish nation, it became 
necessary, already at a very early time in the history of the 
restored community, to have another register containing 
the Proselytes that joined the community and the families 
which descended from them. 

The prohibition against intermarriage, even in its most 
rigorous interpretation as given by Ezra, could not be so 
applied as to exclude marriages with proselytes altogether. 
It certainly did not prevent marriages with sincere proselytes 
from such nations whose admission into the community of 
God is expressly permitted in the Law, as e. g. the 
Egyptians and Edomites of the third generation (Deut. 
33. 8). Such marriages no doubt were contracted, more 
or less frequently, soon after the time of Ezra. Whether 
this was due to a reaction against Ezra's rigid reforms, or 
was not considered to be incompatible even with Ezra's 
conception of the Law, is for our purpose irrelevant. Suffice 
it to say that the fact of such marriages having taken 
place soon after the time of Ezra cannot be denied. This, 
of course, made it necessary to keep special records of such 
proselyte families from which each proselyte could obtain 
proof as to his or her status and furnish such information 
as was necessary in order to decide whether or not he or 
she might be permitted to marry into the Jewish com- 
munity, as for instance from what nation he was descendant, 
and in what generation he was. Such information was 
necessary both for priests, who were not permitted to marry 
any proselyte of the first generation, as well as for Israelites, 
who were prohibited from marrying proselytes from certain 
nations. 

Indeed, we have evidence that in the later times of the 
second Temple such records of proselyte families were kept 
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and preserved in the Temple at Jerusalem. Eusebius 
{Church History, I, ch. vii. 3) reports from an old tradition 
that up to the time of Herod there were kept in the 
archives of the Temple at Jerusalem genealogical books 
in which the families of the Israelites as well as of the 
proselytes were recorded, and those descended from pro- 
selytesJ From the Zadokite fragment published by 
Schechter, which, even if it be not a document originating 
in Temple times, at least records conditions of Temple times, 
we likewise learn that the custom prevailed to record the 
people according to four distinct groups. Priests, Levites, 
Israelites, and Proselytes, and that the persons or families 
belonging to each of these four classes were recorded by 
name in their special register.* From many passages and 
discussions in the Talmud it is likewise evident that there 
existed such lists or registers for proselyte families from 
which each proselyte could prove his origin, descent, and 
status in regard to his admission into the community. 

An indication of the existence of such a special register 
for the families of the proselytes kept in the Temple is, 
in my opinion, found already in the book of Malachi. 

' According to the tradition reported by Eusebius, Herod is said to have 
destroyed these registers for the purpose of hiding his own non-Jewish 
origin. With no record to prove his descent from Proselytes, he could 
claim to come from Jewish ancestors. This tradition has some connexion 
with the report in the Talmud (Pesahim 62) about the suffering of the 
teachers in connexion with the hiding away of the pDDV "ISD. I expect 
to treat all the talmudic reports about family records pDDV "ISD and 
POnV ripJtS in a special essay. 

' Documents of Jewish Sectaries (Cambridge, 1910), vol. I, p. 14. The 
passage reads as follows : DnTllOtSO chs npS' nUnon ^3 atTlD -pC) 

vun nam nntJ'i'B'. 
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The rigour with which Ezra and Nehemiah proceeded 
against intermarriage preventing the neighbouring nations 
from joining the Jewish community, had frightened away 
many sincerely pious and God-fearing proselytes. These 
pious proselytes, even though remaining true to the religion 
which they had sincerely adopted, were, nevertheless, very 
much disheartened and discouraged by the treatment 
accorded them by the Jewish rigorists. They complained 
veiy bitterly about the injustice done them by expelling 
them from the community which they earnestly wished to 
join and excluding them from the people of God with whom 
they anxiously sought to be identified. The justice of their 
complaint was recognized by the more liberal elements in 
the Jewish community who did not approve of the rigid 
policy of exclusion. These liberal advocates of universalistic 
tendencies among the Jews encouraged the proselytes to 
remain true to their adopted faith, for the God of Israel 
whom they serve accepts them fully as His own people. 
We hear the anonymous prophet offering such a comforting 
message to the despairing proselytes. ' Neither let the son 
of the stranger that hath joined himself to the Lord speak, 
saying, the Lord hath utterly separated me from His people. 
. . . For thus saith the Lord . . . Also the sons of the 
stranger, that join themselves to the Lord, to serve Him 
and to love the name of the Lord, to be His servants. . . . 
Even then will I bring to my holy mountain and make 
them joyful in my house of prayer ... for mine house 
shall be called an house of prayer for all people. The Lord 
God which gathereth the outcasts of Israel saith. Yet will 
I gather others to him besides those that are gathered 
unto him' (Isa. 56. 3, 6-8). A reaction soon set in against 
the rigid policy of indiscriminately excluding the stranger 
from the community. 
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The prophet Malachi (3. 13-15) rebukes those people 
who, if not in actual words, yet by their conduct and 
attitude towards the proselytes declare that it is in vain 
for the stranger to serve God, and that it would not profit 
them to keep His ordinances, since in spite of their piety 
they will not be accepted into the community but will be 
refused the privilege of being registered and have a ;n3r 
mention of their names in the lists of the members of the 
community, while on the other hand wicked and proud 
people— if they be of Jewish descent — are made happy and 
set up as acceptable among the members of the community. 
The prophet recognizes the justice of the complaint of the 
proselytes who would speak among themselves of this unjust 
attitude towards the stranger on the part of the Jews. The 
prophet goes on to say : ' When they [the proselytes] that 
feared the Lord spoke often one to another [complaining 
about their being thus unjustly discriminated against] then 
God hearkened to them and listened and there was written 
before Him a book of remembrances for them that 
feared the Lord and that thought upon His name. And 
they [these strangers] shall be mine saith the Lord of 
hosts. . . . Then shall ye return and discern [that dis- 
tinction should be made only] between the righteous and 
the wicked, between him that serveth God and him that 
serveth Him not [but not between the born Jew and the 
proselyte]' {ibid., vers. 16-18). The passage pnat "iSD 3n3M 
'nx 'NT'i' VJsi' is to be taken in a very plain sense to mean, 
simply, that a book mentioning the names of the 'jnN 'kt , 
the proselytes who fear God, was written and kept before 
God, not in heaven, but in His sanctuary." 

' There is no reason for assuming that in this passage of the book ol 
Malachi reference is made to a mystic book in heaven. The term 'T 'JB? 
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We have in this passage a statement of the fact that 
the reaction against the rigid policy of excluding the 
stranger resulted in the recognition on the part of the 
official leaders of the community of, at least, the sincerely 
pious and God-fearing among the proselytes. We are 
accordingly justified in assuming that already at a very 
early time in the history of the restored community 
the re-admission of the truly pious proselytes into the com- 
munity took place. A special book was then opened for 
them and kept in the sanctuary, before God, i.e. in the 
archives of the Temple. In this book all the names of 
proselytes and their families descended from them were 
recorded and found mention. By this official recognition 
the proselytes became .in integral part of the community, 
which now consisted oi four distinct groups or classes, viz. 
Priests, Levites, Israelites, and Proselytes. The latter were 
called by the name of *jnN isn* ' Those who fear the Lord'. 
Such a division of the community into four distinct classes, 
of which the proselytes were one, is already found in the 
Psalms. Here the proselytes, under the name of "'J^^? '•n't 
' Those who fear the Lord ', are mentioned together with 
the Priests -{wa rTin, the Levites ^"bn nu, and the Israelites 
hvr\v^ iT'n (Ps. 135. ia-13). 

This division of the community into special classes was 
also maintained in the books of the genealogical records. 
Each one of these four classes had a special register of its 
own. The proselytes had their separate register called 

' Before the Lord ' means in the Sanctuary, where His presence is especially 
manifested. Thus, a jar containing an omerful of manna was laid up before 
the Lord, i.e. in His sanctuary (Exod. i6. 33); Moses laid up the rods 
before the Lord in the tent of the testimony (Num. 17. aa), and Samuel 
wrote down the manner of the kingdom in a book and laid it up before 
the Lord, i.e. in the sanctuary (i Sam. 10. 35). 
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^snx '»yb inar nSD 'The Book of Remembrance for those 
who fear the Lord ', or shortened •'ins iKT 1SD 'The Book 
of those who fear the Lord '. The Israelitish families of 
pure Jewish descent, i. e. the genuine Israel, had their own 
register, originally called i'SltJ" nu 3n3 ' The record of the 
House of Israel '. The lists of this record were traced 
back to the lists of the families kept already in exilic 
times, and referred to in Ezek. 13. 9, hence it was called 
by the name given to this record in Ezekiel. The Priests 
and Levites, finally, also had their special registers, 
which, as we have seen, were frequently consulted by 
the members of the Tribunal sitting in the Lishkat 
ha-gazit and examining the purity of the descent of the 
Priests and Levites. 

There seems, however, to have been a tendency already 
in early times to consider these two classes, Priests and 
Levites, as one. Thus in Psalms 115. ia-13 and 118. 2-4, 
only three classes of the community are mentioned, viz. : 
Proselytes, or those who fear the Lord, Israelites, and the 
House of Aaron, pna n*3. Here evidently the Levites 
together with the Priests are included in the House of 
Aaron. Ezekiel also classes Priests and Levites together 
(45. 15), as is also done in Deut. 18. i, and the Talmud 
speaks of twenty-four passages in the Bible where the 
Priests are called Levites (Yebamot 86 b). We cannot here 
enter into a discussion of the relative position of the Priests 
and Levites, whether they were at one time equals and 
then distinguished from one another, and then again made 
equals. But without discussing these mooted questions it 
may be safely stated that the majority of the Rabbis con- 
sidered Priests and Levites as in a certain sense one class. 
It may be reasonably assumed that the registers for Priests 



4IO THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

and Levites, even if they were kept separately, were regarded 
by the Rabbis as one. It is, however, more likely that in 
later times, when the Levites obtained more recognition of 
their equality to the Priests, there was actually kept only 
one register for both Priests and Levites. 

After this digression, describing the genealogical records 
kept in the Temple, we shall now proceed to interpret our 
report about the three books and we shall have no difficulty 
at all. 

As already stated, the report, in my opinion, speaks 
about these very genealogical records. I may further add 
that our report, emanating from a rabbinical source, repre- 
sents the opinion of the majority of the Rabbis who regard 
the two priestly classes, Priests and Levites, as one, or 
considers the two distinct records, if they were kept distinct, 
as one. 

The report tells us first that three such books were found 
in the Temple niTyi INVDJ DnsD nci'E'. Then it proceeds to 
give us the character and contents of each one of them. 
D'OljfD b^ nns, one book, was the Book of the ' Templars', i.e. 
of those belonging to theTemple or connected with its service. 
The Temple was called jivo, and those connected with it 
are called Meonim, or in the shorter form Meone. This 
•'Jiyo n2D,then, is the book in which the genealogical records 
of the Priests and Levites were kept. 

The second book was the record of the noble families 
of pure Jewish descent. This was called D'Diayt nao. In 
Talmud b. Megillah 9 a, we are told that the elders who 
translated the Torah for King Ptolemy used the word 'taitDvr 
for the word »i''VN in Exod. 24. 3. From this we learn that 
the word ^tJlDVJ, like 'ij'SN, was understood to mean 'the 
nobles ', ' the distinguished ones '. For this reason these 
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translators are also said to have used the same word 'taioyr 
for the word njjj in Exod. 24. 5, to indicate that those who 
were sent to sacrifice and officiate were not mere youths 
nv3 , but the nobles, men of high rank. 

As has already been said above, this record of the 
Israelites was originally called by the name bi<r\^ n'3 ana . 
However, since this record furnished the proofs for the pure 
descent and the nobility of the families recorded in it, it 
was subsequently called D'DltSVr lao ' The Book of the 
Nobles or Aristocrats '. This is indicated especially in the 
version of our report as found in Sifre. There the statement 
reads D*t21t2yt "IQD N-ipJC nnxi 'And one that was called the 
Book of Zaatutim '. The phrase ' that was called ' implies 
that this was not its original name. It may be that this 
name was used by the people ironically to indicate by it 
that the book is of interest and benefit only to the aristo- 
cratic families. This also explains the use of the foreign 
word, Zaatutim, because it was the name given to this 
book by the people who could well use such a foreign 
word.^" 

The third book was the record of the families of the 

'" Whatever this foreign word may have meant, it described the character 
of the book adequately. If we accept the explanation of Perles (Beitrdge 
3ur Rabb. Sprach- und Sagenkunde, p. 5) that it comes from the word sata 
in the Zend language, which means ' born ', then Zatutim would simply mean, 
those born, that is, born of Jewish parents. 7N12" '32 'DltSJIt would be 
like 7tr\C '33 flnpin, and would designate those born of purely Jewish 
families. The book may have received this name already in the Persian 
period instead of the name 7N"IE" n'3 3n3 , with which these genealogical 
lists were designated in the exile. And if we assume that the word 
'OlOyt is the Greek fvn/Tijs, which means, the wise men, or, the searchers, 
the name 'CIDVt ISD would also adequately describe the character of this 
book, in which were recorded those people from which alone the wise 
judges and members of the Sanhedrin could be chosen ; see above, note 6. 
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God-fearing proselytes who, as we have seen, were designated 
by the name ijnx is-i'' ' Those who fear the Lord '. This 
record of the proselytes was originally called by the name 
suggested by the passage in Malachi 'JlN ''Hvh pnaT nsD. 
In a shorter form it was called 'ilN ''Nn* 13D. As 
'JIN 'Nn* is a compound word, used as a designation for 
a special class of people, it could well receive the 
article n.-" 

The record of the proselytes was therefore called 
■•Jls \s"ifl nSD. Some people may have called it more 
explicitly 'jin 'sni onjn isd ' The record of the truly 
God-fearing proselytes'. Abbreviated, this title was written 
n'Sl,'^ which stands for 'jlN <NTn or 'jns* 'XT' nnjn. The 
abbreviation marks, if ever such were used in ancient times, 
were by mistake dropped or ignored. And the abbre- 
viation used in the ancient report for the designation 
•■Jis 'N"i\T became merely the word nnt, which caused 

" The use of the article n before such compound words is not in- 
frequently found, as e.g. Ezek. 45. 16 j'lNn Dyn, and Judges 16. 14 
JINn in^n. it is of interest in this connexion to notice that the teacher 
NT TI "13 mentioned in the Talmud (Hagigah 9 b) was, according to tradition, 
the son of a proselyte; the name, accordingly, also contains the abbreviated 
form <n for " NTD and not as Tossafot, ad loc, explains the same. See 
Bacher, Agada der Tannaiten, I, p. 11. 

'• Such abbreviations are not infrequently found in the Talmud, as e. g. 
n"JD in Megillah 21 b, Wm in Sanhedrin 82 a, and i"aN ""^X U'On D"3J 
in Yomai8a. In the latter passage it is evident that the abbreviations 
were used in the Baraita already, for the Gemara there explains what each 
abbreviation means. How such abbreviations could sometimes be misunder- 
stood is best shown in the case of Mishnah Abot IV, 19. Here the phrase 
101K Jtipn 7NlDlf' is, as Bacher {Agada der Tannaiten, I, p. 370) has shown, 
the result of an erroneous dissolution of the abbreviation N'ilB' which 
stood for the phrase IDIK 31113(1 '"IHK', introducing the Scriptural proof 
(Prov. 24. 17) for the saying of R. Simon b. Eleazar in the preceding 
paragraph. 
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a great deal of misunderstanding in the interpretation of 
our report. 

According to this interpretation, our report presents no 
difficulties at all. It is clear in its statements and plain in 
its meaning. All the difficulties in our report, caused merely 
by the false interpretation given to it in the talmudic glosses, 
disappear in the light of my theory. This in itself is a 
strong recommendation, and speaks for the correctness of 
this theory. 

The following observation about the position of our 
report in the context of the Pal. Talmud will further 
confirm our theory that the report deals with genealogical 
records and not with Torah sci-olls. As already stated, the 
text of the original report, as given in the Pal. Talmud, 
consists of the first ten words, beginning with the words 
onSD nB'^tr on line 47, and closing with the word N\n 
on 1. 48. All that follows, beginning with the word nnsa on 
1. 48 and ending with the word nnx on 1. 5^, is, as we have 
seen, a later addition and forms a commentary on the 
original report. Close upon this commentary, right after 
its last word inN , there follows in the text of the Pal. Talmud 
a statement by R. Levi about the pDnv rhiD, or a scroll 
containing genealogical lists, which was found in Jerusalem. 
Now, if we eliminate the commentary on our report which 
extends from 1. 48 to 1. 53, as a later addition, or an inter- 
polation, then we have in that passage two statements about 
the family registers which were kept in the Temple at Jeru- 
salem, the one giving the general information that the three 
classes or groups were recorded in three separate books, and 
the other quoting a fragment of such a record which was 
found in Jerusalem and which probably came from the 
Temple archives. Although we cannot apply the method 
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of D'DIOD to the interpretation of the Tahnud, yet the close 
contact of these two statements in the context of the passage 
strongly suggests also a close relationship between their 
contents. And we may consider this as a ^OD, an additional 
support for our theory. 

In this connexion I would further state that, as it seems 
to me, these two sayings belonging to one another and fur- 
nishing information about the genealogical records, are both 
placed in the wrong section of the Pal. Gemara, as we have 
it now. Such a misplacement of sayings is not infrequently 
found in the Pal. Talmud (see Frankel, Mebo Hayerushahni, 
pp. 39-40). These two intimately connected sayings properly 
belong to the section of the Gemara, commenting upon 
paragraph six of the fourth chapter of the Mishnah Taanit, 
in which there is mentioned a list of many old families 
who in the respective dates assigned to them brought the 
wood-offerings. In a collection of Amoraic sayings and 
explanations to the Mishnah, or, as I would call it, in an 
early Gemara, which was subsequently made use of by the 
redactor of our Yerushalmi, the comment to paragraph six 
of the Mishnah contained these two sayings. In connexion 
with the names of the families enumerated in the Mishnah 
reference was given to the sources whence such lists of 
ancient families could be obtained, or where these families 
were recorded. So, there was first stated that three books 
containing such lists of families were found in the Temple 
at Jerusalem. And then a fragment of such a list was 
cited in which some of the families referred to in the 
Mishnah are actually recorded (compare the names of 
the families mm* p and aai p anjv mentioned in the 
Mishnah and also given in the fragment of the )iDni» rhva 
cited by Levi). This was the point of contact between the 
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Mishnah and the comment of the Gemara, stating where 
these families were actually recorded, and incidentally 
giving us also general information about the three records. 
At the redaction of the Pal. Talmud, the comment con- 
taining these two sayings, viz. the ancient report about 
the three books and the saying of Levi about the fragment 
of such records, was erroneously transferred from the 
Gemara discussion of paragraph six to the one pertaining 
to paragraph two in the Mishnah. The mention made in 
the latter paragraph of the Mishnah of the priestly divisions 
and their corresponding Israelitish divisions nnotro I'b 
nnovDI, suggested to the redactor the idea of connecting 
with it the comment of the Gemara containing the state- 
ment about the three books, in one of which, the Sefer 
Meoni, the priestly divisions were recorded. This was but 
a slight mistake of arrangement made by the redactor and 
is rather pardonable. Of course, he could have placed the 
report about the three books in the section discussing para- 
graph two and the saying of Levi in the section discussing 
paragraph six of the Mishnah. He would have thus main- 
tained in each case the point of contact and the connexion 
between the Mishnah and the Gemara comment on it. But, 
as already stated, the two sayings have both been taken over 
from one source, an earlier Gemara, and were inseparably 
connected with one another, so that with the transfer of 
one the other was also transferred. 

In this manner the saying of Levi with the quotation 
from the ponv rbx came into the wrong section of the 
Gemara, simply because it was so closely connected with 
the report about the three books. Later on, in the course 
of time, after the true meaning of this report had been 
forgotten and its statements misinterpreted, a later inter- 
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polater inserted the false commentary on the report right 
next to its text, thus separating the words of the report 
from the saying of Levi with which it had before been so 
closely connected. The origin of this later interpolation 
I shall now discuss briefly. 

We have found that the commentary contained in the 
talmudic glosses on our report altogether misunderstood 
the purport of the report and gave it a false interpretation. 
Now, it is true that the later Amoraim sometimes mis- 
understood old tannaitic statements, especially such as deal 
with ancient problems, long forgotten, or refer to conditions 
of earlier times which were no more known to the younger 
Amoraim. For this reason, we find not infrequently that 
some of the interpretations given by the later Amoraim to 
older Mishnahs are not correct. Accordingly, there would 
be nothing unusual in the supposition that the false inter- 
pretations given to our report in the talmudic glosses 
originated with some of the younger Amoraim. However, 
I am inclined to think that the false commentary to our 
report as found in the Pal. Talmud, is not an interpretation 
of the Amoraim but rather a later interpolation, as we find 
many such interpolations in the text of the Pal. Talmud 
(see Frankel, op. cit, p. 38). Furthermore, it may be 
reasonably assumed as plausible that the false conception 
of our report as given in this commentary did not originate 
wholly in one teacher's mind. It is not one mistake made 
by one individual teacher. It is rather the result of a few 
minor mistakes and slight misunderstandings made by many 
different persons. Each one of these minor mistakes is in 
itself pardonable and can be easily explained. But the 
repetition and cumulation of these slight misunderstandings 
gradually led to graver mistakes, and finally resulted in 
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that altogether false commentary given in these talmudic 
glosses. 

The very fact that there are different, and partly 
contradictory, versions of this commentary supports such 
a supposition. For the existence of these conflicting ver- 
sions of the commentary can be explained only by the 
supposition that they are modifications and enlargements 
of an earlier commentary. If we could distinguish in each 
one of the versions the additional elements to the earlier 
commentary, and if we could also recognize the slight 
changes and modifications which each version made in the 
original commentary, then we might be able, by a process 
of elimination, to restore the original commentary or earlier 
interpretation of the report. We could then decide whether 
the report has been misunderstood by its very first com- 
mentator, or its misinterpretation be due to a series of 
mistakes made by those responsible for the different 
versions which changed the original commentary beyond 
recognition. 

I believe the latter to be the case, and in the following 
I shall attempt to trace the various misunderstandings 
through the whole process which resulted in the different 
and conflicting versions of the commentary. 

I offer the following theory merely as a hypothesis. 
The original commentary to the report read as follows : 
Dnjn aina nnxai bti-itf" 'oa iniDyf aina nnsai d'jivd aina imn 
»3nN 'XT'. Using the abbreviation x"' for >nn int, the last 
sentence read n"' aina nnxni or x'^n aina nnxai. The term 
aina was used here in the sense of ' was inscribed ' or ' was 
recorded'. This furnished a correct explanation of the 
meaning of the report, telling us that in each book was 
registered or recorded a special group or class of families 
VOL, VIIL F f 
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which constituted the Jewish community. This commentary 
probably originated with R. Jose b. Halafta, the reputed 
author of the Seder 01am, who as an historian correctly 
understood this ancient report. 

This explanation of R.Jose, like so many other teach- 
ings and Halakot, was written down by students in their 
private scrolls or note-books. These private scrolls were 
not intended for publication, but merely to assist the memory 
of the student. The students would therefore not always 
record the sayings or teachings, which they embodied in 
their note-books, in the exact wording in which they 
heard them from their teachers. They would very often 
record the gist of the saying or express it in their own 
words and add a brief remark of their own. We need 
therefore not be surprised if some of the students in record- 
ing this commentary of R. Jose in their note-books made 
some slight changes in it or added a short explanation to 
it, so as to make its idea clearer to themselves. One of the 
students, in copying the brief explanation to the third 
book, wrote down in his note- book instead of x"\n 3T13 inN3 
the words N''"nt3 3in3 nnxa, which is the abbreviation of 
s"' D''njn mno or s'^n mnu, thus indicating to what purpose 
these lists of families were recorded, namely, to prove them 
pure without any stain and consequently eligible to be per- 
mitted into the community." This is a slight change in 
the wording of the original commentary, but can certainly 
be excused as it gives a fuller explanation. Another student 
in copying the commentary into his note-book wrote about 
the iirst book jivoa NVOJtr 'D bc ISO, the book of those who 

" The use of the term lilD in the sense of purity of descent is fre- 
quently used in the Talmud, as e.g. Kiddushin 7a b pTTlJ? ''JTlil '"flDD 
-\nQb, and M. Eduyot, V, 7 nntsbl XOci? N3 W'^K pS*. 
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are found in or belong to the Temple, thus explaining the 
term D^iiyD to mean Priests and Levites who are connected 
with the Temple service. 

The collections of such sayings contained in the note- 
books of students were copied and used by later students, 
and subsequently used by the later compilers or redactors 
of the talmudic works. In the process of copying these 
notes many mistakes naturally occurred. It is out of such 
errors and mistakes, made by later copyists, that the various 
versions of our commentary gradually grew. A copyist who 
found in one collection the comment n"Tia nina inaz, with 
an indication that the letters ntid are an abbreviation, 
misunderstood the significance of the abbreviation. He 
erroneously took it to stand for X'n 'd, i. e. nine times the 
word N\T. To avoid any possible mistakes he wished to 
make the meaning of the expression clear. He therefore 
wrote down in his own collection, instead of the abbreviated 
form x'nt:, the full words N\n j;trn nina nnxn. Another 
copyist made a similar mistake with the simple statement 
found in the other collections reading n^ aina nnN3, where 
the abbreviation si stood, as we have seen, for 'inN 'XT. 
The copyist erroneously took the two letters here to stand 
for their numerical value. Taking n"i to mean eleven, he 
accordingly understood the comment to say that in this 
one book were written eleven. Having in mind the 
Massoretic notice that there are eleven passages in the 
Torah in which the word x»n is written in this form, he 
associated this comment with the remark about the nnv s"'' 
minar and explained it to say that this one book was 
a Torah scroll or Pentateuch copy, which contained this 
peculiarity eleven times as distinguished from the other 
copies which had it only nine times, nt) 'd. Thus developed 

F f a 
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the false interpretations of this part of the report as referring 
to Pentateuch copies. Still another later copyist tried to 
indicate this false interpretation into the very text of the 
ancient report itself. After the book mentioned in the 
report had been understood to be the Pentateuch copy 
with the peculiarity of the nti, and finding in an older text 
of our report the words x'^n nSD with some indication that 
the letters x\t are an abbreviation, he took it to mean the 
book of the eleven and believed that the word NM ought to 
be added to the letters N\n, standing for eleven, to indicate 
what is meant, namely, the eleven times of the word nnt 
written in this form. In this manner originated the slight 
change in the text of our report as found in Sifre ^<^^ x»n -|SD, 
the abbreviation marks over the first N"»n, if such were used, 
having been dropped. 

The same misunderstanding probably took place in 
regard to the comment about the second book ; at least, 
we can see how easily it could have been made. The 
phrase ^n"ib" '33 •'DIDVT was familiar to the copyist. He 
remembered the talmudic report that this phrase was used 
by those who translated the Torah for Ptolemy, as a sub- 
stitute for bni^'' 'W nv: in Exod. 24. 5. When reading 
this comment that in one of the books were written the 
i'NIK''' ''32 'QlDVt, he could easily make the mistake to believe 
that this had reference to a Pentateuch copy in which this 
phrase, supposed to have been used in the translation 
prepared for Ptolemy, actually occurred in the text itself 
instead of the word nvi as written in the others. To the 
original comment, reading bii-\s>^ '33 •'moyr nina nn^a, he 
therefore added the explanatory words nx ni't^'l 3in3 D'Jrai 
i'snc'' '33 ny: to indicate plainly in what this copy was 
distinguished from the other two. 
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Thus far the mistakes could easily be made. All that 
was necessary was to start wrongly and give to the word 
aina the meaning of ' In the text was written ' instead of 
' In it was inscribed or recorded '. 

In the case of the first book, it is true, the mistake 
cannot so easily be explained. However, once the mistake 
was made to interpret the phrase aina to mean ' in the text 
of one was written ' instead of ' in one was recorded ' they 
necessarily had to interpret the phrase in the same sense 
also in regard to this case, and take the word Meonim 
or the shorter form Meoni as a word which was found 
written in the text of this book, instead of some other 
word. Having taken the other two books for Torah 
copies, the first was likewise taken for a Torah copy and 
the word Meoni as a variant to the passage in Deut. 33. 27, 
where a similarly sounding word Meonah occurs, which in 
the mistaken opinion of this compiler could have been the 
one in regard to which the copies differed, although the 
supposed reading in the text mp ^rht< jiv» does not quite 
satisfactorily explain the name Meoni.^* 

" It is probably due to such a misunderstanding on the part of a later 
interpolator that our report was inserted into the Sifre to the very passage, 
of which one of the three books was supposed to have contained a different 
reading. 

It is, however, more plausible to assume that the text of our report 
was originally contained in the Sifre. Its presence there can easily be 
explained. Since the passage Qlp 'n?K njlJJD was understood to refer to 
the Temple in Jerusalem, the compiler thought fit to connect with this 
passage a report about the three genealogical books, which were kept in 
that Temple. A later interpolator, however, who had already misunder- 
stood the meaning of our report, added to it the explanatory remark about 
the meaning of the first booW, which he copied from the Pal. Talmud, 
and by which he meant to account for the presence of the report in the 
Sifre to the passage dp TlpX DJIVD. This would explain why no remarks 
about the other two books are found in the Sifre, as the interpolator did not 



422 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

This difficulty was felt, and so in looking for a more 
satisfactory explanation of the name Meoni, one of the 
versions had preserved the statement found in an older 
collection as part of R, Jose's explanation and which read 
PV03 NSOJC nsD, shortened from pv»3 xsoie' 'D bef "iSD. They 
took this to be a more satisfactory explanation of the term 
'JiyD. But the error of considering these books as Torah 
scrolls was already too well established and could not be 
abandoned, and this comment, found in an older collection, 
had also to be adapted to the supposition that the report 
deals with Pentateuch copies. They accordingly assumed 
that this comment merely says that Meoni signifies a copy 
found in Maon or in the Temple, mry nSD ' book of the 
Temple '. 

A later glossator, to whom it was perhaps known that 
Maon is sometimes used as a shorter name for Beth Maon, 
may have made the same mistake which Prof. Blau made, 
and imagined that pyo here is not the Temple but the 
place pjni n''3, and he accordingly inserted the word n''3. 
Thus came about the reading pyo n*33 ksojej' nsD inr, which 
could be explained by Blau, and perhaps also by the 
glossator, to mean a Torah scroll which was found or 
preserved in the place Beth Maon. 

The above sketch of the possible developments which 
may have led to the false interpretation of our report is 
merely a suggestion offered by me to explain how our 
report could have been so utterly misunderstood and 
wrongly interpreted. 

Whether the mistake came about in the manner 
described above or in any other way, whether it was 

intend to interpret the report but merely to explain its connexion with that 
passage in Sifre. 
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committed by one or more teachers, by Amoraim, or 
by later interpolators, the fact remains that the inter- 
pretation is false and based upon an erroneous conception 
of our report. Even if this misinterpretation came from 
the Amoraim, it would nevertheless be wrong, and would 
in no way affect my main theory that our report deals, not 
witli Torah scrolls, but with genealogical records. This 
theory, I trust, I have proved satisfactorily. 



